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Making better places to visit: Using the product—country image framework to understand 
travelers’ loyalty towards responsible tourism operators 
 
Abstract 
The present study examines the antecedents of travelers’ loyalty towards responsible 
tourism operators in India. A model of brand loyalty was developed by integrating two strands of 
literature: product—country Image (PCI) and extensive work concerning the concepts of 
destination image and destination loyalty. Results indicate tourists’ motivations to participate in 
responsible tourism and their perceptions of the destination and the operator’s brand constitute 
the determinants of their attitudinal and behavioral loyalty towards their operator. The study adds 
to our understanding of the demand side of responsible tourism while extending place image 
theory.   
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Introduction 
Although consumer loyalty has been studied extensively in hospitality and tourism, 
complete understanding of the topic remains elusive in both practice and theory. Much research 
into loyalty has been conducted at the level of the destination. Mckercher, Denizci-Guillet, and 
Ng (2012) suggested the need to rethink loyalty at different tiers in the tourism system. 
Specifically, while “it is apparent that intermediaries exert significant influence on travel 
behavior, the role of intermediaries and other decision-makers has also not been considered in 
loyalty research. (p. 729). 
The present study responds to this gap by examining the antecedents of tourists’ loyalty 
towards responsible tourism operators in India. It examines the concept of loyalty at a different 
tier in the tourism system—at the level of the brand—by integrating two strands of literature.  
The first strand originates from the fields of marketing and international business: product—
country image (PCI).  The second strand stems from extensive work concerning the concepts of 
destination image and destination loyalty in tourism. The context of responsible tourism is 
particularly appropriate for such an examination.  According to Lew (2008), while the Internet-
based economy is facilitating the direct distribution of niche tourism products such as 
responsible tourism, companies in the domain must build a sense of trust and a strong identity in 
the minds of their consumers. Moreover, while there are no official statistics indicating the size 
of the responsible tourism industry, trends indicate that growth in responsible tourism continues 
to outpace the growth of the tourism industry as a whole (The Case for Responsible Travel: 
Trends & Statistics 2016, 2016). The present study provides responsible tourism operators with 
the type of information that is critical to the development and marketing of their products by 
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answering a critical research question in the Indian context: What factors impact travelers’ 
loyalty towards their responsible tourism operator?  
 
Literature Review 
Product-Country Image (PCI) 
The literature concerning PCI provides the underlying model of consumer behavior that 
will be employed in the present study to explain the notion of brand loyalty in responsible 
tourism.  Research in PCI has been conducted to understand how the image of a brand/product is 
impacted by the image of the country in which the brand/product is located.  German cars serve 
as a viable example.  Since Germany is a country known for its automotive technology, one 
could hypothesize on the basis of the PCI literature that the image of a car made by a German 
manufacturer, like Audi, is positively impacted by the country’s favorable image pertaining to its 
automotive technology.  Then such favorable brand/product image would result in a favorable 
consumer attitude and/or behavior outcome for the company. The underlying rationale for the 
model is captured in Figure 1.  
 
(Insert Figure 1 here) 
 
While Figure 1 reflects the theoretical framework underlying the present study, the 
relationships between the constructs of country image, brand/product image, and consumer 
attitude/behavior are more nuanced.  These must be developed in the present context of 
responsible tourism based on the relationships that have been previously established in the 
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literature of PCI and tourism. Before expanding on these relationships, one should note that the 
authors will not differentiate between the constructs of brand and product image and will use the 
two terms interchangeably to refer to the image of the responsible tourism operator. Such usage 
is consistent with research in the domain of PCI, and more relevant to the present context of 
responsible tourism operators. Thus, the relationships identified in the PCI literature pertaining to 
the construct of product image, and those pertaining to destination image and destination loyalty 
in the tourism literature, will be extrapolated to the level of the brand. 
 
PCI in Responsible Tourism Loyalty 
 The country image-brand/product image dyad has been explained using two theoretical 
perspectives in the PCI literature - the halo effect view (Bilkey & Nes, 1982) and the summary 
effect view (Johansson, 1989).  Both have established that country image impacts consumers’ 
cognitive image of a brand/product. Based on Martínez and Alvarez's (2010) suggestion to 
account for the distinction between the generic image of a country and that of the country as a 
tourism destination, the present study conceptualizes country image as a global measure of 
India’s image as a tourism destination. Based on the PCI literature, the authors propose the 
following relationship between the constructs of country image and cognitive brand image in the 
context of responsible tourism operators: 
H1: A favorable image of the country as a tourism destination has a positive impact on the 
cognitive (brand) image of the responsible tourism operator.  
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To the present authors’ knowledge, the affective component of product/brand image has 
not been included in the domain of PCI and must be examined separately. Thus, for the present 
study, the construct representing the responsible tourism operator’s brand image is separated into 
its cognitive and affective components.  This deconstruction delivers two advantages.  First, 
since the objective of the study is to understand consumer loyalty towards responsible tourism 
operators based on the PCI model presented in Figure 1, isolating the distinct impact of these 
components on the construct of loyalty is critical to providing specific, action-oriented 
information to these operators.  Second, the research that has been conducted at the level of the 
destination and which the present study draws on for the development of hypotheses has most 
often separated these two components. Consistent with the tourism literature that has established 
the cognitive—affective sequence in the tourism literature (Chen & Phou, 2013), the authors 
hypothesize: 
 H2: A favorable cognitive (brand) image of the responsible tourism operator has a 
positive impact on the affective (brand) image of the operator.  
 
The relationship between the constructs of brand image and loyalty is derived from the 
literature concerning destination and product loyalty in the field of tourism. Extant research has 
conceptualized and measured loyalty in three ways: the attitudinal approach, the behavioral 
approach, and the composite approach (Li, Cai, Lehto, & Huang, 2010). The present study 
employs the composite approach to loyalty, which suggests an integration of both attitude and 
behavior in the conceptualization and measurement of loyalty (Zhang, Fu, Cai, & Lu, 2014). 
Based on evidence from the literature (Chen & Phou, 2013; Li et al., 2010; Nadeau, Heslop, & 
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Luk, 2008; Zhang et al., 2014), the authors propose the following relationships between the two 
constructs of brand image and brand loyalty:  
H3: A favorable cognitive (brand) image of the responsible tourism operator has a 
positive impact on tourists’ attitudinal loyalty towards the operator. 
H4: A favorable affective (brand) image of the responsible tourism operator has a positive 
impact on tourists’ attitudinal loyalty towards the operator. 
 
Moreover, literature in the composite approach to loyalty in tourism (Baloglu, 2002; 
Oppermann, 2000) has suggested the following relationship between attitudinal and behavioral 
loyalty: 
 H5: Tourists’ attitudinal loyalty towards the responsible tourism operator has a positive 
impact on their behavioral loyalty towards the operator.   
 
Role of Travel Motivation in a Model of Brand Loyalty 
In addition to the relationships derived from the PCI and tourism literatures, one must 
acknowledge the impact of the construct of motivation on the country image, brand image and 
consumer attitude/behavior triad represented in Figure 1. While researchers identify two types of 
motivation—push and pull—the literature has established the relationships between push 
motivations and the cognitive and affective dimensions of image. These relationships are based 
on Lazarus’ motivational-relational theory, which suggests that external and internal cues, such 
as those pertaining to the cognitive and affective dimensions of behavior formation, must be 
appraised in terms of an individual’s experience and goals, such as one’s motivations (Bigne, 
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Andreu, & Gnoth, 2005). Thus, based on existing evidence (Beerli & Martin, 2004; Li et al., 
2010), the authors hypothesize the following relationships between (push) motivation and the 
two constructs of brand image in the context of responsible tourism operators:    
H6: The more the traveler is pushed towards responsible tourism, the more favorable the 
cognitive (brand) image of the operator with whom they travel.    
H7: The more the traveler is pushed towards responsible tourism, the more favorable the 
affective (brand) image of the operator with whom they travel.    
 
Based on the seven hypotheses proposed in present study, the authors derived the 
structural model of brand loyalty in responsible tourism presented in Figure 2.  The model 
accommodates the deconstruction of brand image and loyalty from Figure 1 (as suggested by H1 
to H5) and the two additional hypotheses pertaining to travel motivation (H6 and H7).  
 
(Insert Figure 2 here) 
 
Methodology 
Data Collection 
An online survey was used to collect responses from travelers who had used one of five 
companies in India that identify themselves as responsible tourism operators: The Blue Yonder 
(TBY), Grassroutes, Help Tourism, Grass Routes (Orissa), and Kipepeo. These operators were 
selected based on a purposive sampling approach, given the challenges in specifying, identifying, 
and accessing the population of responsible tourism operators in India. However, collectively, 
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the operators represent the breadth of responsible tourism operators in the country, both in 
geographical scope and product offerings.  
  A total of 1693 survey invitations were sent to travelers in the operators’ databases.  262 
people completed the survey, representing a response rate of 15.48% (surveys completed/survey 
invitations). For a model with 5 latent variables and 18 observed variables [anticipated effect size 
= .3; statistical power level = .8; α 498 = .05], a minimum sample size of 150 is required to 
detect the specified effect, while a minimum sample size of 128 is required given the structural 
complexity of the model (Soper, 2017). In this regard, the present study’s sample size is 175 
percent of the minimum sample size needed for hypothesis testing (262/150), indicating its 
sampling validity. 
           
Measurement of Constructs 
The constructs examined in the present study (Figure 2) were operationalized using a 
combination of scales found in the existing literature. These items are presented in Table 1.   
 
Data Analysis 
Given the main objective of the present study—to understand the relationships between 
the antecedents of tourists’ loyalty towards responsible tourism operators—the Structural 
Equation Modeling (SEM) procedure was considered appropriate. The authors employed the 
two-step approach to SEM using AMOS 21. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was 
conducted to estimate a measurement model, and was followed by the estimation of the 
structural model that combines these constructs.  
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Results 
The final sample of 262 respondents was used for the SEM procedure. 47% of 
respondents were male, while nearly 51% were female. Nearly 60% of the sample was domestic, 
from India, while 37% were international travelers. The mean age of the respondents was 37 
years.  
     
Table 1 presents the summary statistics for the items used to measure the various 
constructs of the model. It also indicates the literature sources from which these measures were 
adapted.  
 
(Insert Table 1 here) 
 
The results of the CFA are presented in Table 2. The chi-square test for the measurement 
model was significant (χ2 = 193.39; p = .000), indicating a poor fit. However, chi-square 
statistical results tend to be significant in large sample sizes and complex models. The other 
widely used fit indices indicated an acceptable fit of the model to the data (CMIN/DF = 1.598; 
IFI = .958; CFI = .957; SRMR = .06; RMSEA = .059). The scales indicated high reliability—
Cronbach’s α ranged from .74 to .92, above Nunnally and Bernstein's (1994) recommended 
threshold of .70. The authors also checked for the validity of the CFA model. All items loaded on 
to their respective constructs with high and significant (p < .001) standardized factor loadings 
that ranged from .679 to .940 (Table 2), indicating convergent validity. The AVE for each 
construct was higher than .50, further demonstrating convergent validity, while the square root of 
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the AVE for each construct was greater than inter-construct correlations, demonstrating 
discriminant validity.  
 
(Insert Table 2 here) 
  
Univariate skewness values for the variables ranged from -2.660 to 2.125, and kurtosis 
values ranged from -.426 to 9.580. From a multivariate perspective, Mardia’s normalized 
estimate of multivariate kurtosis was found to be 131.877, indicating significant positive kurtosis 
and that the data are multivariate nonnormal. Thus, the authors used the bootstrapping procedure 
with maximum likelihood estimation to address the issue of nonnormality (Bryne, 2010). 
The hypothesized structural model resulted in the following measures of fit: CMIN/DF = 
1.648; IFI = .952; CFI = .951; SRMR = .069; RMSEA = .061. Given the use of the bootstrapping 
procedure to address nonnormality in the data, the authors used the bias-corrected percentile 
bootstrap intervals to test the significance of the estimates for the various structural relationships 
in the model (Mackinnon, Lockwood, & Williams, 2004). All the relationships hypothesized in 
the structural model—H1 to H7—were significant and are presented in Table 3. 
 
(Insert Table 3 here) 
 
Discussion 
In view of McKercher et al.’s (2012) suggestion to rethink loyalty at different tiers in the 
tourism system, the present authors sought to create a model of brand loyalty by examining the 
antecedents of tourists’ loyalty towards responsible tourism operators in India. The significant 
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growth of responsible tourism necessitates a more comprehensive examination of demand side 
engagement. Responsible tourist behavior is multifaceted and complex, and businesses catering 
to these visitors must understand the various dimensions and the degrees of these dimensions that 
underlie their behavior (Stanford, 2008). The present study contributes to this endeavor. 
Moreover, the notion of loyalty is highly relevant in the context of responsible tourism. The 
additional threat of greenwashing makes it more likely that consumers’ reuse of the operator’s 
services will depend heavily upon their confidence in the operator’s brand (Font & Epler Wood, 
2007). The present study provides evidence to support such an assertion, since it was found that 
travelers who have favorable perceptions of their operator’s brand, in both cognitive and 
affective terms, were more likely to recommend and reuse the operator. Moreover, these 
attitudinal dispositions translated into repeat purchases for the operator. 
In successfully developing and testing this model of brand loyalty in responsible tourism, 
the authors successfully integrated two strands of literature from the fields of marketing and 
international business and tourism. As noted by (Papadopoulos, 1993), traditional product and 
tourism image research are closely interrelated and researchers could profitably learn from 
advances in each other’s fields. For tourism operators, widely held country images affect 
attitudes towards their products and services, thus impacting the pathways of travelers’ 
engagement with them (Kotler & Gertner, 2002). By incorporating the PCI framework in the 
present examination of brand loyalty in responsible tourism, the authors demonstrate that “the 
broader conceptualization of country image can lead to a greater understanding of touristic 
intentions” (Nadeau et al., 2008, p. 84), and “provide empirical evidence of the need for place 
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marketers to move toward greater integration between product- and tourism-oriented place image 
campaigns” (Elliot, Papadopoulos, & Kim, 2011, p. 520). 
Word Count: 2449 
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Table 1 
Summary Statistics and Literature Sources 
Constructs and Measurement Items 
Sample Size 
(n = 262) Adapted from 
Mean SD 
Push Motivation (Responsibility)a    
  I want to make a positive economic  
  contribution to the community through my  
4.07 .88 (Mody, Day, 
Sydnor, Jaffe, & 
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  trip (PUSH 1) Lehto, 2014) 
  I want to give something back to the  
  community through my trip (PUSH 2) 
4.06 .90 
  I believe that my trip would have a positive  
  impact on the social, economic and natural  
  environment of the destination and the  
  community (PUSH 3) 
3.98 .99 
Country Imageb     
  In general, your opinion of India as a travel      
  destination is (1 - Very Negative to 5 – Very 
  Positive) (COUNTRY 1) 
4.44 .72 (Beerli & Martin, 
2004; Bigne et al., 
2005; Martínez & 
Alvarez, 2010)   In general, your opinion of India as a travel    
  destination is (1 - Highly Unfavorable to 5 –  
  Highly Favorable) (COUNTRY 2) 
4.34 .69 
  India has a good overall image as a travel  
  destination (1 – Strongly Disagree to 5 –  
  Strongly Agree) (COUNTRY 3) 
3.81 .90 
Cognitive Brand Imagea    
  [Name of operator] provides good customer  
  service (COG1) 
4.32 .78 (Hui & Wan, 
2005) 
  [Name of operator] provides a reliable travel  
  product (COG2) 
4.26 .78 
  [Name of operator] provides a good quality  
  travel product (COG3) 
4.22 .68 
  [Name of operator] provides good value for  
  money (COG4) 
4.21 .78 
Affective Brand Imagec    
  Gloomy(1)—Exciting(5) (AFF1) 4.48 .64 (Russell & Pratt, 
1980)   Unpleasant(1)—Pleasant(5) (AFF2) 4.51 .70 
  Sleepy(1)—Arousing(5) (AFF3) 4.24 .71 
  Distressing(1)—Relaxing(5) (AFF4) 4.24 .78 
Attitudinal Loyaltyd    
  Would you recommend [Name of Operator]    
  to your friends/relatives? (ATT1) 
4.65 .64 (Seddighi & 
Theocharous, 
2002; Yoon & 
Uysal, 2005) 
  Would you say positive things about [Name    
  of Operator] to other people? (ATT2) 
4.62 .71 
  How likely is it that you will make another  
  trip with [Name of Operator]? (ATT3) 
4.05 .94 
Behavioral Loyalty    
  How many times have you traveled with    
  [Name of Operator] before? (Open-ended  
  question) (BEH)  
1.10 1.32 (J. Lee, Kyle, & 
Scott, 2012; T. 
Lee & Shen, 
2013) 
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Table 2 
CFA Results 
Constructs and Measurement Items Standardized 
Factor 
Loadings 
Cronbach’s 
α 
AVE 
Push Motivation (Responsibility)  .85 .634 
  PUSH 1 .867   
  PUSH 2 .743   
  PUSH 3 .774   
Country Image  .74 .550 
  COUNTRY 1 .878   
  COUNTRY 2 .803   
  COUNTRY 3 .679   
Cognitive Brand Image  .92 .759 
  COG1 .910   
  COG2 .908   
  COG3 .890   
  COG4 .771   
Affective Brand Image  .79 .537 
  AFF1  .836   
  AFF2 .803   
  AFF3 .737   
  AFF4 .731   
Attitudinal Loyalty  .82 .703 
  ATT1 .914   
  ATT2 .940   
  ATT3 .723   
Behavioral Loyalty    
  BEH 1.000   
 
Table 3 
SEM Results 
Structural Path Estimate p-valuea 
Country Image ! Cognitive Brand Image (H1) .170 .063b 
Cognitive Brand Image ! Affective Brand Image (H2) .488 .007 
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Cognitive Brand Image ! Attitudinal Loyalty (H3) .341 .010 
Affective Brand Image ! Attitudinal Loyalty (H4) .311 < .001 
Attitudinal Loyalty ! Behavioral Loyalty (H5) 397 .009 
Push Motivation (Responsibility) ! Cognitive Brand 
Image (H6) 
.150 .012 
Push Motivation (Responsibility) ! Affective Brand 
Image (H7) 
.116 .036 
               ap-value based on bias-corrected percentile bootstrap intervals 
           bsignificant at p = .10 
 
Figure 1 
General Product-Country Image (PCI) Model 
 
Figure 2 
Hypothesized Model of Loyalty towards Responsible Tourism Operators 
 
